• 



* United States Fatent and Trademark Office 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

United States Potent and Trademark Office 

Addroia: COMMISSIONER OF PATENTS AND TRADEMARKS 

Washington, D.C. 20231 

www.uapto.eov 



APPLICATION NO. 



FILING DATE 



FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 



ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 



CONFIRMATION NO. 



09/146,259 



09/03/1998 



T0Y0HIK0 YOSHIDA 



028433-007 



7001 



21839 7590 04/23/2002 

BURNS DOANE SWECKER & MATHIS LLP 
POST OFFICE BOX 1404 
ALEXANDRIA, VA 22313-1404 



EXAMINER 



TREAT, WILLIAM M 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



2183 

DATE MAILED: 04/23/2002 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 



PTO-90C (Rev. 07-01) 



f '«- 




UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Patent and Trademark Office 

Address: COMMISSIONER OF PATENTS AND TRADEMARKS 
Washington, D.C. 20231 



APPLICATION NO. 


FILING DATE 


FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 


ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 



r 



EXAMINER 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



DATE MAILED: 



PI ase find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or 
pr ceeding. 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 



S est/ <vcJao>A- i 



FTO-90C (Rev. 2/95) 



"ft" U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 1996-411-616/40275 



1- File Copy 



Appellants' appeal brief filed on 4/4/02 is not fully responsive to 
the prior Office action because while appellants responded to the examiner's drawing 
requirement under 37 CFR 1.83, they failed to address the examiner's drawing 
requirement under 37 CFR 1.81. Since the submission appears to be a bona fide 
attempt to provide a complete reply to the prior Office action, applicant is given a 
shortened statutory period of ONE MONTH or THIRTY DAYS from the mailing date 
of this letter, whichever is longer, to submit a complete reply. This shortened statutory 
period supersedes the time period set in the prior Office action. 

If appellants choose to merely argue the requirement under 37 CFR 1.81 as opposed to 
submitting drawing corrections or new drawings, this would be an acceptable response at 
this time though the examiner still considers appellants' drawings to be inadequate under 
both 37 CFR 1.81 and 1.83. However, a failure to provide any response a second time to 
the 37 CFR 1.81 requirement will result in abandonment of appellants' application for 
being non-responsive. 




WILLIAM M. TREAT 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



